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ABSTRACT 

This document reoorts a series of 13 seminars 
conducted to review and analyze the nine United States Office of 
Education (USO*) Phase I Comprehensive Elementary Teacher Education 
Models (CETFM) . The main body of the report consists of in papers, 
each an analytical summary of one of the model programs. Each paper 
is organized according Vo the same 12 criteria; 1) Rationale, 2) 
Components, ■*) Outcomes, n) instructional Techniques and Processes, 
Teacher educator, *) Evaluation Techniques, 71 
to Societal and Professional Needs, ®) Unique 
°) Model Pevislon, 10) Relationship to General 
Feasibility, and 12) Pelationsnio to Recommended 
Standards in Teacher Fducation (NCATE) . There are three papers on the 
Syracuse University Model; two each or the r lorida State University, 
Northwest Educational Regional Laboratory, and University of 
Pittsburgh Models; and one each on the others: Columbia University 
Teachers Colleae, University of Georgia, University of Massachusetts, 
Michigan State University , and the Ohio Consortium. T^o paoers were 
written by ten graduate students (who took the seminar for credit) 
and four faculty members who were amono thp seminar participants. An 
introductory section contains 1) brief description of the procedures 
for the seminars (one conducted by each of 
and 2) discussion of general reactions to 
designed to bridge the analytic summaries. 
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SUMMARY 



The Ohio State University conducted a series of seminars 
centered upon the nine USOE Phase I Comprehensive Elementary 
Teacher Education Models (CETEM) . Each of the program models 
was presented and subsequently analyzed according to twelve 
criteria as follows: Rationale, Components, Outcomes, Instruc- 

tional Techniques and Processes, Role of the Teacher Educator, 
Evaluation Techniques, Responsiveness to Societal and Profes- 
sional Needs, Unique Contributions, Model Revision, Relationship 
to General Education, Feasibility, and Relationship to Recommended 
Standards in Teacher Education (NCATE) . Fourteen analytical 
papers resulted. 

In general, the program models can serve as useful references 
to those interested in developing now teacher education thrusts. 
The potential user would do well to give attention to various 
program model summaries first in order to determine whetner time 
should be spent probing the comprehensive and cumbersome Phase I 
final reports. 



PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 



The purpose of the USOE grant was to provide The Ohio 
State University, one of the largest teacher producers, with 
the opportunity to review and analyze the nine elementary 
teacher education program models developed under the Bureau 
of Research CETEM (Comprehensive Elementary Teacher Education 
Model) program. Study of the nine program models is among 
several ongoing faculty activities that are directed toward 
revision of the pre-service program. Hopefully, the resultant 
report will be of some use to other institutions with similar 
changes in mind. 



HEED FOR THE STUDY 



Professional educators are aware of the ubiquitous need 
to change teacher education programs in order to meet the demands 
of dynamic societies. Seldom, however, is the response made more 
than a "catching up" and "hole plugging" activity. What seems to 
be needed are opportunities to plan totally up-to-date teachor 
education programs that are sensitive to the future and unencum- 
bered by the past except by choice. The Faculty of Early and 
.Middle Childhoold Education in the College of Education found 
itself in this opportune position in the fall of 1969. 

One of the richest and relatively untapped resources for 
ideas in program building available at that time was the set of 
nine CETEM program models. The need to study and to "mine" the 
program models became evident to the faculty very early. 
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PROCEDURES 



Initially twelve criteria were developed and used to examine 
all the program models in a consistent way. The criteria were: 

1. Rationale . Is there a rationale for the program? What 

is it? How was it established? How is it supported 
by logic, experience, research, or other? 

2. Components . What are the components (programmatic parts) 

of the model? Is there an obvious relationship be- 
tween the rationale and the emerging program com- 
ponents? Are specific rationales available for each 
component? How consistent does the program model 
seem to be? 

3. Outcomes. What kinds of teachers or other personnel are 

to be produced? What other outcomes, if any, exist? 

4. Instructional Techniques and Processes . What instruc- 

tional techniques and processes are suggested? What 
rationale exists for these? 

5. Role of the Teacher Educator . How will the teacher func- 

tion in the new program? 

6. Evaluation Techniques. What evaluation techniques are 

suggested? whal; rationale exists for these? 

7 . Responsiveness to Societal and Professional Heeds . Ip 

what ways is the program model responsive to societal 
and professional needs or concerns? For example, 
does the program prepare teachers for the disadvan- 
taged? Does it prepare early childhood education 
personnel? Does it attend to needs of in-service 
teachers? Provide for differentiated staffing? 
Provide teachers with skills in utilization of 
educational technology? 

8. Unique Contributio ns. What are some unique contributions 

the program mocTel seems to make? 

9. Model Revision . What provision does the program model 

make to keep the program current? 

10. Relationship to General Education . How is the program 

model related to the general education (liberal arts) 
program? 
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11. Feasibility . How feasible does implementation appear 

to be on a large campus such as The Ohio State 
University? What seem to be the major problems 
in implementation? 

12 . Relationship to Recommended Standards in Teacher Educa- 

tion (NCATE) . How does the program model stand up 
to scrutiny using the newly proposed NCATE standards? 



Shortly after establishing the criteria# the nine program 
model directors were contacted and asked to visit the OSU campus 
for two days. During that time they were invited to conduct a 
two and one-half hour seminar and# upon request, to meet with 
graduate classes and conference with individuals or small groups. 

The seminar was the major activity. Faculty, graduate stu- 
dents# local school officials, and the State Education Department 
all were asked to send participants. Faculty from the University 
of Akron also attended some meetings. Generally the group size 
averaged twenty-five to thirty. Seminar participants were provided 
with several resources including the following: 

1. Summaries of the CETEM program models prepared and sub- 

mitted with the Phase I USOE reports. The summaries 
were bound together in the order of the seminar 
presentations and hereafter are referred to in foot- 
notes as Summaries of the METEP models. 

2. Copies of the original Phase I final reports both in hard 

cover and on microfiche. 

3. A paper "Some Comments on Nine Teacher Education Models" 

by Harry Silverman and Beverly Kooi, presented at 
the annual meeting of AERA in Los Angeles in Febru- 
ary 1969. 

4 . Copies of the newly proposed N ational Council for 

Accreditation In Teacher~Education (NCATE) Standards . 

5. The Stanford University report by Dr. F. Shaftel en- 

titled "The Stanford Evaluation of Nine Elementary 
Teacher Training Models. * 

6. \nalytic Summaries prepared by Systems Development 

Corporation. 



Participants could enroll in the seminar series for 
university credit. The ten graduate students who did were 
asked to study one model in depth and to write a paper analyzing 
the program model according to the criteria set forth earlier. 

In addition, four faculty members chose to do an in-depth analy- 
sis. The fourteen resultant analytic summaries form the main 
body of this report. 





Following 


[ is the list 


of seminar meeting dates and presenters. 


1. 


Thursday. 


October 2 


Dr, James Steffensen 
USOE Project Director 


2. 


Thursday , 


October 9 


Dr. Wilford Weber 
Syracuse University 


3. 


Thursday. 


October 1G 


Dr. Horton Southworth 
University of Pittsburgh 
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Thursday . 


October 23 


Dr. G. W. Sowards 
Florida State University 


5. 


Wednesday, 


October 29 


Dr. J. M. Cooper 
University of Passavhusetts 


0 . 


Thursday, 


October 30 


Dr. Bruce Joyce 
Teachers College, Columbia 


7. 


Thursday, 


November G 


Dr. Greg Trzebiatowski 
University of Toledo* 


tf. 


Thursday , 


November 13 


Dr. W. R . Houston 
Michigan State University 


9. 


Thursday, 


November 20 


Dr. C. E. Johnson 
University of Georgia 


10. 


Thursday, 


December 4 


Dr. H. Del Shalock 

College of Education, tonmouth, Oregon 


11. 


Thursday, 


December 11 


Dr. Karl Massanari, Review of 
Proposed NCATE Standards 



Note that two additional seminars were held. Dr. James 
Steffensen, director of the CETEM, program, began the series 
providing an overview. Dr. Karl Passanari, Associate Secretary 
for AACTK concluded the series by assisting partiepants as they 
looked at the program models in juxtaposition with the proposed 
revised NCATE Standards (Criterion 12) . 

•Trsobiatowskl of Ohio State University replaced Dean George 
Dickson. University of Toledo, who was unable to attend 
because of illness. 
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Program model directors generally conducted their seminars 
in two parts. First, an overview of the particular program model 
was presented. Second, the program model was discussed in terms 
of the twelve criteria. /All cessions were video-taped. Some 
tapes stl 1 1 are available at The Ohio State University an(T can 
be viewecf~after permission is granted by the seminar leader . 

* * * 

Education 925.10 Model Programs in Elementary Teacher Education 
Fall Quarter, 1969, Thursday 2:30-5:00 P.M. Room 208 C University 
School, Donald R. Cruickshank, Room 201 Arps Hall, Extension 2460. 

I . Course Outcomes 

Participants will: 

-study the nine Model Elementary Teacher Education Programs 
(liETEP) . 

-develop an analytic paper on one of the models which will 
take into account the twelve "Criteria to be Employed in 
METEP Model Analysis." 

-attend the presentations on the nine models according to 
the calendar in order to interact with the model developers 
to clarify concerns related to the analytic paper or others. 

-briefly compare and contrast the twelve models. 

II. Materials 

-METEP models (on microfilm) available on closed reserve 

-METEP model summaries 

-"Some Comments on Nine Elementary Teacher Education Models" 

-newly proposed UCATE Standards 
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